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PER CURIAM:

Darrell Darnell McClure appeals the district court’s
judgment revoking his supervised release and imposing 25 months”
imprisonment and 30 months” supervised release. On appeal,
McClure contends that the district court clearly erred by
finding that he committed a Grade B violation of the terms of
his supervised release by possessing a firearm and that, based
on this error, his sentence iIs unreasonable. We affirm.

We review a district court’s judgment revoking supervised
release for an abuse of discretion and its factual findings for

clear error. United States v. Padgett, 788 F.3d 370, 373 (4th

Cir.), cert. denied, 136 S. Ct. 494 (2015). The district court

need only find a violation of a condition of supervised release
by a preponderance of the evidence. 18 U.S.C. 8 3583(e)(3)
(2012); Padgett, 788 F.3d at 374. We have reviewed the record
and conclude that the district court did not clearly err 1in
relying on the testimony of multiple law enforcement officers
who observed McClure on the evening in question to find by a
preponderance of the evidence that McClure possessed a firearm.
Because our conclusion forecloses the sole argument that
McClure offers in support of his claim that his sentence 1is
unreasonable, and because we discern no plain error 1in the
district court’s sentence within the Sentencing Guidelines

policy statement range or 1its supporting explanation, United
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States v. Webb, 738 F.3d 638, 640-42 (4th Cir. 2013), we

conclude that McClure’s sentence is reasonable.

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented iIn the materials before

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



